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Introduction and Problem
The quality of retail salesmanship today
leaves much to be desired.

From both sides of the

exchange process, it is evident that the perceived
worth of today's salesperson among our mass retailing
institutions, like the American dollar, has undergone
considerable devaluation.

Entranced as they (manage-

ment) are with the promise of substantial reductions
i~

operating expenses, they rationalize away whateve=

?Otential the direct selling efforts of their emplcyees
may contribute.

On the other hand, today 1 s enlightened

consumers have long protested the ineptitude and apathy
of the typical salesclerk.

Store customers wonder at

the lack of knowledge and preparedness for his job,
at the ?Oor quality of his sales ability, and at his
often disinterested attitude towards ootential custcmers (3urstiner 1976).

Nowhere in the industrial field does one find
such a neglected employee as one does in the retail
field •. Neglected in the sense that little care or
attention has been given to him/her and to his/her
job

perfor~ance,

either in terms of

manage~ent

or
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organizational research.

Yet, retailing is a very

powerful force in this country's economy with,

according to 1973 statistics, over 12 million
people involved in retailing, accounting for nearly
15 % of our total work force.

And upon closer

scrutinization of the statistics one finds more
than 10 % of this figure attributed to the stores
themselves.
Despite these numbers, they are still viewed

in a myopic sense, as Burstiner (1976) referred =o
it in his article, a view that depersonalized and

devalued the salesclerk.
fact that the

f~ture,

And if one considered the

with its increasing trend

toward self-service, held much to be

desi~ed

in the

way at a positive change, the plight of the salesclerk
has become bleaker and bleaker.

As far as the recent

retail literature (3erry 1959, Catham 1969, and
3urstiner 1976) revealed that the personnel recruitment
practices depended almost entirely en walk-ins; the
personality traits revered ranged from honesty, at the
top, to intelligence as the least desired; pay was
at a minimum, rarely venturing beyond
t,..ja~e
0

rate·, and finallv, its
~

hig~
~

t~e

minimum

turnover rate

~.;as

often looked upon in an appetible and strategic vein.
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rather than in a demeaning or concerned sense.

The

economic benefits to be procured from the abovemen~ioned

practices were quite obvious, yet this

deplorable imaginative void ought least have been
somewhat recognized and rectified.
So what would entice an individual to seek a
career, or become part of such a seemingly unconcerned employer?

Indeed, this project attempted to

investigate such a phenomenon and make an effort to
unveil such an individual's self-concept, both
vocationally and personally.

Does such a work en-

vironment fulfill and accomodate one's individual
needs, and if so, what are these needs which are
being gratified?

A review of the literature on the retail salesclerk was

spa~se.

Despite Dunnette and Kirchner's

(1959) findings, and other similar judgments

c~~bitkin

1956, Kirchner.l961) that there existed a basic
distinction beoJeen types of salespeople, all

too ofter1 was this qualification abandoned.

And

when reference was made to retail salespeople, apart
from sales in general, it dealt not with the sales-

clerk on the department store selling floor,
rat~er

and

the salesman selling tc retail outlets

Ki~chner

1950, Kirchner 19Gl).

b~t

(~~nnette

In light of these
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findings, this author therefore attempted to investigate the area of vocational choice, work and worke=
satisfaction, and apply these findings to the specific
class or work force under consideration, retail sales-

clerks.

Early work on vocational choice and self-concept
implementation was done by Super (1951, 1953, 1957)
and Ginzberg (1951).

Ginzberg (1951) reported that

occupational choice was a developmental process

which typically took place over a ten year period.
~e

noted that the process was largely irreversible,

and eventually ended in a compromise between one 1 s
interests, capabilities, values and opportunitiese
Super (1953), in response to Ginzberg, remarked on
its limitations in that the theory was not built
adequately on previous work; choice was defined as a
preference rather than an entity, with no distinctions
made bet\veen choice and adjustment; and despite
Ginzberg's chronological logging, he did not describe
the compromise process.

Super (1953) went on to say

that the vocational development was the development
of a self-concept, the process of vocational development was the process of implementing one's selfconcept, and that degree to which this self-concept
had been implemented reflected job satisfaction.

Dore
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and

Meacham (1973) set out and validated Super's

contention that vocational development was the
development of a self-concept, and indeed, that job
satisfaction depended on the extent to which that
self-concept had been realized.

So teo, Hunt (L967),

in his testing of the relationship between self-concept
and other concepts, and their relationship to
vocational choice, as well as the hypothesis that
vocational interest can be predicated from the interrelationships between self-concept and other concepts,
found that within each criterion group tested (ministers, engineers, teachers, managers) the highest
correlation was between self-concept and vocational
concepts representative of that group.

These findings

of Hunt (1967) and Dore and }·ieacharn (1973) seconded

chose made earlier by Byers (1959), that &n individusl
attempted to maximize the

congruen~e

between aware-

ness, experience, and behavior in making his decision.
Further verification and

supper~

for

Supe~•s

(1953)

contencion that "in choosing an occupation one is;
in effect, choosing a means of implementing a selfconcept",

¥-.. as

turned out by Tyler (1961), Segal (1961),

Stephenson (1961), and finally, Holland (1963).
Extended contentions were made by ~uper (1957),
in tvhich he wrote how work can :,e either posi ti.ve
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or negative.

He stated that the work environment

can be healthy if the abilities and interests of
the individual find outlets; less healthy if

apathy was involved, or one resorted to rationalizations, self-recrimination, or the balancing of
other persons and/or circumstances as it related to

one's failures.

On p. 191, Super (1957) went on ·to

ask such questions as did the job permit one to be

what he wanted to be; could all those unforseen
happenings fit into one's self-concepts testing
self-concept against reality; and, could he/she live
up to the picture of themselves within such a work
environment.

In the end, Super stated

n

that the

person whose occupation enabled him to play a role
which was like that to which he aspired was, to that
extent, and by definition, well adjusted.

If he also

was qualified to play the role, that is, if his
ideal self and actual self were in accord, he was in
an even broader sense, well-adjusted."

These questions and contentions led to Super's
vocational adjustment theory: self-concept was stable;
connotative structure of self-concept was the same as
the connotative structure of the job related concepts;
and finally, job perception was the dependent variable
to both job performance and self-conception.

This
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theory has found support in some of Vroom's work and
writings (1962, 1964), and later by Schuh (1966) in
his findings supportive to such a theory, in which

he found that people who had low self-images also had
low self-images of their employers and their job.
Wall (1973) uncovered similar traits in his research
on ego-defensiveness among industrial t,vo:::kers, and

in essence went a step further, having noted that they
avoided any implications of personal

f~ilure.

Instead

they attributed it to factors beyond their control,
a ooint later considered by Korman.

Such findings

were frequent throughout the literature in such scudies
as Vroom (1964), Smith, et. al. (1969), Ronan (1970),
qobbitt (1973), and Weiner (1973) to cite a few.
Vtoom's (1964) comments typified these findings:
Persons may be more likely to
attribute the causes of satisfaction to their own achievements and accomplishments on
the job. On the other hand,
they may be more likely to
attribute their dissatisfactions not to oersonal
inadequacies or deficiencies,
but to factors in the work
environment, i.e., obstacles
presented by company policies
or supervision.
Korman (1966) related this issue and the tvhole

realm of self-esteem, as he called it, to the
concept of vocational choice.

He stated that
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individuals of high self-esteem tended to implement
self when making an occupational choice, whereas
individuals of low self-esteem did not.

His hypothesis

stemmed from research done by Gelfand (1962), in
which it was put forth that a person's characteristic
evaluation of himself and what he thought of himself
as an individual, set up the formulation that low
self-esteem people were characterized by a sense of
personal inadequacy, resulting from inability to
achieve needed satisfaction in the past.

Korman (1966)

therefore hypothesized that individuals high in selfesteem were likely to choose those occupations which

they perceived to be most likely to fulfill their
specific needs, in keeping with their self-perceived
characteristics.

Those low in self-esteen chose jobs

which would maximize the probability of

t~eir

entering

an occuoation which they oerceived as unon-self
ap?ropriate".

In essence, Korman was saying that if

the theory was true,

self-estee~

would act as a

moderator variable between self-perceived needs and
occupational choice.

n1e low self-esteem person

sought out an environment in which his low selfimage was

rei~forced,

while the high self-esteem

individual sought out a climate conducive to reward
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seeking.
A note of interest should be made here in
reference to the use of experimental groups by
Korman (1966), namely, contrasting salesmen and
accountants.

The salesforce under study by Korman,

in no way paralleled a retail salesperson, and in
essence, referred to a role descriptive more of the
antithesis of the retail employee.

In fact, after

closer scrutiny of both job descriptions, that
pertaining to the accountant was quite relective of
the retail salesclerk, a point substantiated later
in this study.

The descrintion read:

"regularity

and structure seem to be the keynote within a welldefined set of duties and responsibilities which are
relatively routinized in nature".

A comparison was

offered with the salesman presented as one engaged

in "an ever-changing interaction, where restraints
are few and a great premium is placed on being able
~o

strike off in new directions and taking the initia-

tive".

Such a characterization of a salesman appear-

ed inaccurate regarding the retail industry in light
of Rurstiner's (1976) findings in which not only
was intelligence rated (desired) least by retail
management, but the fact remained that items and
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descriptions such as enterprising, independent,
openminded, self-reliant, thorough and respectful,
although on a list to be reviewed and evaluated
by management (retail), \vere not even considered
by these store managers and personnel directors

as desired salesmen characteristics.
Korman (1967a) further reiterated the contention

made earlier, that where the chosen occupation was
perceived to call for low abilities, the individual
~~th

low self-esteem was likely to see himself as

having advance faculties, similar to the person high
in self-esteem.

So too, Korman (1967b) noted that

the low self-esteem individual was externally motivated,
while the high self-esteem person was internally
influenced.

Those lower in their self-images were

more concerned with hew the job looked to others,

rather than from what they actually received from
such an experience.

This author felt: these tindi.ngs

of Korman were especially relevant to the retail
salesclerk, and therefore helped serve as a catalyst
for this project.

In another study, Korman (1969), it was put forth
that the low self-esteem agent attempted to implement
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the values of an "ideal-self", rather than an
"actual-self .. , with this "ideal-self" more determinant of his/her job satisfaction than his/her
actual self-fulfillment.

Stated simply, Korman

referred to this "ideal-self" as a function of
perceived social norms as to what was desirable
and what was undesirable.

The low self-esteem

individual was more motivated by the social merits
of the job rather than what the job actually did for
the person as an individual.

One could have related

this to Porter (1967), with the low self-esteem
employee motivated by the lower order needs, while

the high self-esteem employee was more motivated
by the higher order needs, moving toward self-

actualization.

Finally, consideration was due to the work of
Vroom and Estes in this relationship between selfconcept, job content, and work satisfaction.

Vroom

(1964) recounted a number of unpublished studies
undertaken by himself and his colleagues on the
relationship between self-concept and occupational
choice, through the use of Q-sorts.

Most notable,

however, was the work of Vroom (1962), in which he
studied the relationship between individual self-
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concept and job content.

A five-point graphic rating

scale questionnaire was utilized, with the intent
being to measure ego-involvement, job satisfaction,
and job performance.

In this study Vroom concluded

that if one held a good self-concept, they exhibited
high ego-involvement.

So too, if highly ego-involved

they were more affected by opportunity for selfexpression.

Also, Vroom noted that "the more an

occupation gives its occupant a chance to try out
his new ideas, or do the things he is best at, the
more likely role performance would be percetved
by him to be

releva~t

to dimensions which were central

to his self -concept".

Estes (1963) conducted a similar study to that of
Vroom (1962), in that he also employed a five-point
questionnaire to gather his data.

Estes (1963) at-

tempted to analyze employee attitudes toward their
work environment, in such areas as working conditions,
type of work, salaries, and so on.

Involved in this

study wzre a group of insurance agents (Company A),
a group cf retailers (Company 3), and also a group
of manufacturing emplcyees (Company C).

The author,

in an effort to reduce fear of reprisal from one's
employer, limited his sample to those who had volun-

tarily resigned their particular work force, six
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months prior to this study.

Likewise, in this way

it was hoped by Estes that the information would not
be distorted by recent events, whether favorable or
unfavorable.

Estes remarked that this procedure

created a new problem, however, in that the subject
pool would tend to have a less favorable attitude
toward the company than existed ampng present workers.
~onet~eless,

the results were quite pertinent to

this author's forthcoming hypothesis (HC 1).
Estes (1963) discovered that retail employees
rated many of the variables under consideration as
avera5e.

However, he found that in such areas as

your work and its importance to the company, as well
as the area of one's working conditions, retail
personnel rated these factors as above average.
they rated as below average such cancers as:

Yet,

did you

receive help when needed; did you receive effective
helo when you did receive it; rating their supervisor
as one to work for; and finally, they

rated low

items as wages, company management, and type of

s~ch

wcrk~

However, sophistication of both society and the work

force in general has moved briskly

£o~Tard

since 1963,

yet such progression had apparently not taken place
in the retail industry, at ledst as far as
work environment was concerned.

thei~

Therefore, this
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author was led to believe that a replication of the
Estes' study, if undertaken today, would yield significantly lower ratings by retailers, in many
avenues canvassed.
Personality profiles, self-concept and selfesteem testing on the retail salesperson were few
and far between.

~~ere

studies had been done in this

area, the subjects usually considered were factory
and manufacturing plant workers, in addition to first
line managers and supervisors.

The techniques used

in such research studies have been the Strong

Vocational Interest Blank by Nash (1961); Osgood
Semi-Differential by Hunt (1967), Schuh (1966);
Ghiselli's Self Descriptive Index by Korman (1966,
1967, 1969); Gough's Adjective Checklist by Dunnette
and Kirchner (1960); 3ill's Inventory employed by
Kornhauser (1965), Lefkowitz (1967).

Q-sorts of

various dimensions were used by Vroom (1964),
Anderson (1965), Pallone (1967), Stephenson (1961) and

also

by Nadinskt

(1958); and finally, questionnaires

of varied scales and dimensions as were employed by
Rosenberg (1950), Porter {1961), Tyler (1961),
Vroom (1962), Estes (1963), Kaplan and Pokary (1969),
and Dore atid ~1eacham ( 197 3).
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~everal

cautions and factors that needed to be

considered by this researcher had been noted in the
research on industrial workers• attitudes, motivation
and satisfaction level.

Some of these were:

the

faking of responses as discussed by Kirchner (1961) and
Nash (1966); the effects of a method-bound approach
to a research investigation, House and Wigor (1967);
the use of atypical samples by Lefkowitz (1967) and/or
restricted samples by Estes {1963); anonymous questionnaires by Butler (1973); effects of attitudinal
similarity on evaluative judgments of an occunation
or company, as noted by Good and Good (1974); the
climate of the organization affected responses, with

an excellent review offered by Jones (1974); and
finally, the need for controls of reprisal, fearreducing procedures, and general emphatic qcGsticns

was dealt with by Estes (1963), and again by
Alderfer (1972).
It was in light of such research and empirical
findings that this author put forth the following
hypothesis:
HO 1:

The retail salesclerk, both
on and off the job, would
rate his work environment
significantly lower that the
employees of both insurance
and manufacturing industry.
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Due to the growing trend toward self-service, and an
apparent lack of imagination by management in the
years following 1963 to the present time, a similar
study as conducted by Estes (1963) would produce
significantly lower and below average ratings, on
a one to five scale, bt retail employees as compared
to other work forces.

Remarks made in recent years

by Catham (1968), Berry (1969), and Burstiner (1976)
certainly justified such a claim.
The questionnaire employed by this author was,
in part, a duplication of Estes (1963), and the
resnondent rated his work environment on a five
point scale, from very low (1) to very high (5).
n1e areas under consideration were:

working conditions,.

evaluation of his job, pay and promotions,
and supervision.
the above data

co-worke~s

This author chose to supplement

\~ith

the use of Smith, Kendall and

Hulin's Job Descriptive Index (1969), a standardized
adjective checklist which also investigated the

a~ove

mentioned concerns relative to one's working environHere too, the retailer would receive lower

ment.

scores on job satisfaction than the other two work
groups.
These two methods of data

ac~uistion

(descriptive
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and evaluative) served as a more qualified basis for
generating an inferential measure of job satisfaction
and work environment.

This author concurred with a

great number of researchers (Humphreys 1960, Miller
1961, and Smith, et. alv, 1969) in the use of more than
one measure of work environment to obtain data relevant
to employees• attitudes.

The JDI items for each

scale were obtained from critical incident interviews and the early job attitude literature.
item were rewritten, deleted,

o~

The

retained on the

basis of an extended series of item analyses.

Imparto

(1972) noted that the JJI scales had high reliability,
as well as discriminant and concergent validity with
other rating rraethods.

Similarly, the JDI appeared

free of response set, acquiescence, and scale order
effects.

Thses and other data on the characteristics

of the JJI were summarized in Smith, et. al. (1969).

Therefore, there existed on one end of the
continum, evaluative-descriptive items, containing
questions which ask the workers about very specific
aspects of their jobs; and at the other end, an
invento~y ~ade

up of questions which asked the

workers to evaluate directly, all those work aspects.
On both such measures, retail salespeople would rate
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their environment lower than either insurance
and/or manufacturing employees, in basically similar
job levels.

As Englander (1960) pointed out, the

theoretical structure of self-psychology suggested
that each individual sought out situations which
fortified his/her image of themselves, their selfconcept, and abandoned those which did not.

The

choice of a vocation was one of the situations in
which the individual had an opportunity to maintain
and enhance the self by selecting a work environment
which was perceived to be congrous with his/her selfimage.

Further evidence for the above was found in

Suner (1951, 1953, 1957),

~osenthal

(1950),

Vroom (1962, 1964), Oppenheimer (1966), Schuh (1966),
Hunt (1967), to cite a few.

Cf course this author also

acknowledged that there may have been many
extraneous variables unrelated to one's decision to
remain on or to leave a job or occupation.

u.1owever,

if the choice was made to stay on for any extended
period of time, one must conclude that the job was
fulfilling certain needs of the individual within a
tolerable work environment, while such was not the
case for those who had voluntarily quit.

For what-

ever reasons, those individuals who had voluntarily
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quit after two, and up to six, months had not been
fulfilled, or did not see their extended, long-range
needs being met by such a work environment.
What about those who decided to remain on in
a particular job climate?

Especially under concern

was the fact that given HO 1, retailers would rate

their work environment lower

th~~

either insurance

or manufacturing employees, and therefore what would
entice an employee to remain on a job he/she saw

as a poor one.

As Super (1957) pointed out, the

individual had made a decision based on the following
questions:

Does the job permit one to be what he/she

wanted to be?

Can all those unforseen and unforsee-

able happenings, which the individual would encounter,
fit into a picture one had made of himself/herself?

To determine the underlying factors resulting in the
salesclerk's decision to remain in the retail industry,
the

follcl.t~ing

HO 2:

hypothesis was tested:
Retail salesclerks are
employees who fostered a low
self-concept. ~etailers presently on the job would have
lower self-concept scores than
either insurance.or manufacturing
employees, on and off the work
force, as well as lower scores
than retailers who had voluntarily
quit.

Division of the questionnaire was into three
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parts; one dealing with self-satisfaction; another
with satisfaction with oneself on the job; and thirdly,
as was noted in HO 1, satisfaction with the job
itself.

Establishing a distinct difference between

retailers revaining on the job as compared with
those staying on in insurance and manufacturing (HO 2),
this difference could be identified as to how one
fitted into the particular job, and most notably, how
one perceived himself.

:.Jith respect to HO 1, that

retail salesclerks would rate their work environment_
lower than the other

~YO

industrial groups, Korman (1966)

offered that individuals of low self-esteem were more
likely to accept those roles where they believed
lower demands and abilities were called and placed
U?On them.

Korman (1967) stated that the low self-

esteem individual sought out situations where anxietv
-

J

was reduced, Y.There he \yas not put to a test in relation

to higher order

de~ands.

Korman (1967) went on to

say that certain individuals valued how the

jo~

looked,

rather than what he/she actually received from the
job.

!<orrnan (1969) further pointed out that a low

self-esteem individual's self-perceived evaluation
was a function more of

perc~ived

social nor:ns as to
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what was desirable and important, rather than a function of what was intrinsically imnortant to the person
as an individual.
Dore and

~1eacham

(1973)

~ecounted

Super's (1953)

contention that individuals were adjusted to an
occupation if that job enabled the

pe~son

to play a

rolw which was non-threatening to their image of
themselves, and in this sense, this was seen as healthy •

.\ low self-esteem individual therefore remained in
an occupation in which self-development was virtually
non-existent and/or occupations where the job values
and merits were rated as low.

Individuals of high

esteem, on the other hand, preferred to leave such
an environment.

Therefore, if what Englander (1960), Super (1953,

1957), Vroom (1962, 1964), Korman (1966, 1967, 1969),
and

~ore

and }1eacham (1973) stated held true, then

the choice of a vocation was one which was perceived
to be consistent with one's self-concept.

A low-

rated work environment, opportunities for selfexpression limited, creativity and imagination

rarely, if ever, called into play, and a work environment which placed few and very mundane and menial
demands on an employee, were not conducive to any
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individual striving toward a sense of selffulfillment, or self-actualization, as

referred to it.

~!aslow

An individual who chose such a

job climate certainly had a predisposition, if
not established low self-concept.

!'r1ethod
Subjects

In order to test the above-mentioned hypotheses,
it was necessary to obtain organizations which provided access to a number of individuals occupying
those work roles.

Subjects from Company A (insurance)

were drawn from two large life insurance institutions,
one located in the Northeast, the second in the Central
Florida area.

Subjects from Company B (retail

department stores) were acquired from five large,
established retail outlets.

One store was located in

the Central Florida area, three from the South Florida
area, and one from the Northeast.
(manufac~uring)

and its subjects

Finally, Company C
':.Jt~re

drawn from

two large manufacturing institutions, one
the

~ortheast,

loca~ed

~n

the other in the Central Florida area.

A total of 600 questionnaires

~ere

sent out, all

the subjects were randomly chosen £rom employee
listin~s.

These subjects received the questionnaires

'Wi. th the assurance that their res pee t:ed en1ployer.s >

whether past or present, would not have access to
data compiled.

t~e

Those subjects located in the Northeast

received self-addressed envelopes with a Central Florida
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P.O. Box address, where their
naires were to be mailed.

co~pleted

question-

Those Florida-based

employees returned their completed questionnaires to a
Northeast P.O. Box.
The subjects were comprised under two headings:
those who had voluntarily quit their jobs, within a
period of two to six months prior to this project; and,
those who had remained, and were, in fact, presently
employed full-time, for a period of at least six
months prior to this study.
~iven

From many of the references

this author, a vast majority of those who had

left their respective job classifications

~insurance,

retail, or manufacturing), in regards to this study,
were presently employed in an unrelated occupation

to the one previously held.
Instrument

The questicnnaire consisted of items

draw~

f=om

Estes (1963), Vroom (1962), Smith, et. al.'s (1969)
JJI, Rosenberg's Self Esteem Index (1965), and the
remaining items were constructed by this author.
consisted of three parts:

r=

items related to how one

perceived and rated their present/past work environment
(Estes, JDI); how one perceived himself on the job,
his personal involvement on the job (vroom, this author);
m1d thirdly, items measur:tne nne's perceived self-
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concept, or self-esteem level (Rosenberg, this author).
The questionnaire was responded to anonymously,
with no possible identifiable items.

It consisted

of two distinct forms, one descriptive (JDI), the
other evaluative.

Subjects responded to the JDI with

Y's if the trait applied to their work environment,
N's if the trait did not, and a ? if they could not
decide.

They made their evaluative ratings on a

scale of one to five.

The descriptions of each rating

varied throughout the questionnaire, depending upon
the nature of the format and question.

On some items

one was scored as in the positive direction, on others,
one was seen as in the negative directicn, with each
response peculiar to the individual question.

However,

the format (1 - 5) remained constant throughout the
questionnaire, and instructions were provided throughout to insure understanding.

It was presented on a 8 12 by 11" sheet of paper,
furnished in a mini-booklet form, that is, the sheet
was folded to create four sided, two exterior and two
interior.

A cover letter was sent with each question-

naire with assurances of its confidentiality.

The

subject was assured that due to pre-testing administraticns, the average time needed to complete the
questionnaire was 15 minutes.

Results
In order to answer the first hypothesis of
this study, that retail salesclerks, both on and off
the job, would rate their work environment significantly
lower than either insurance or manufacturing employees
of similar company statue, the following data were
compiled.

A

general reference point was presented in

Table l, which listed the groups under consideration,
the total number of subjects in each group, the return
rate for each group, in addition to their mean scores
for the variables under consideration.

These variables

under consideration were: responses in reference to
items from Smith, et. al.'s Job Description Index (JDI)
(1969); ratings in reference to one's work environment
(~E);

evaluative ratings in response to the subject's

level of ego-involvement on the job (EI); a comnosite
score from all three of the above mentioned workrelated variables (WE*); and finally, scores received
in regards to the self-concept items of the questionnaire (SC).
Initially, a correlation was perfolLned regarding
one's evaluative ratings on work environment (WE), with
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Table 1

Introductory Data:
Groups, Variable Means, Return Rate

-

Groups

N

Return Rate

Mean
E-I

Mean
WE*

Mean

sc

Ins. Off

21

.28

30

54.3

89.57

Ret. Off

24

.32

21

36.6

88.80

Man. Off

19

.25

31

48.6

89.00
f

Ins. On

54

.43

43

81.6

88.7 o I

Ret. On

64

.51

23

38.8

81.15

Man. On

52

.42

41

76.6

88.30
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one's descriptive ratings on the same work environment *JDI).

Correlations were also performed with

respect to the subjects' ratings of their work
environment

(~~E)

and their responses to i terns con-

cerning one's level of ego-involvement on the
job (EI).

This was performed in

o~der

to combine

such data under one variable heading called total
work environment

(~-IE*).

Table 2 listed these correlations, and indicated
significant Pearson-Product Moment correlations in
regards to all groups under consideration.

The range

of these correlations, form .684 to .816, was
significant at p

L

.001.

It was thercfo=e nossible

to corr.bine these measures (t.JE, JDI, EI) into one

variable callec

wo::-1~

environment

(~'-'E*),

for eo.ch

subject across all 6 groups.
A two by three factorial design was constructed,

and a

~No-way

analysis of variance was

this collective variable (WE*).

~erfor~ed

on

Table 3 presented

the results form such an analysis for all 232 subjects
in this p:oject.

In relation to work environment

scores for all three industries, a significant
difference was found, F (2,226)

= 60.51,

p

L .001.

Subsequent post hoc procedures were carried out
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Table 2

Correlations

Grouos

~.Jork

WE-JDI

Env. with Ego-inv.

Ins. On

r

=

Ret. On

r

!'-tan. On

r

Ins. Off

r

Ret. Off

r

Man. Off

r

= • 760
= .812
= • 7 39
= .793
= .759

r = .77

.816

I

r = • 81

I

r =

.82

I

r

=

.68

r

= • 75
= .77

f

I

r
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Table 3
Analysis of Variance:
Total

Environment Scores

~ark

I

Groups

~

S.D.

Means

l

!

Insurance Cn

I

81.6

I

8.0

38.8

I

8.8

76.6

lI

6.6

I

54.3

I
I

- ?
).4-

t
I

\

t

~etail

I

On

t

i

I

}-fanuf ac turing On

Insurance Off

I

!tetail Off

I

~!anufacturing

i
I

Diff. I:1dustries IJ •

I

.
Interact1.cn

I:
I
I

l

f

-

61208.12

?

i

I

0

~.)

F
I

I

t

.

ss

Source

On/Off Grcups

--t

6

48.6

t
~

6.7

t

I

Off

i

I

t

I

j

i

36.6

I

I

I

i

546.6*1

13o6o4. o6

'

i

'

I
I

I

15419.35

1

,
I

8776.88 : 2

i

! 15419.35 l 275.3*;

'

I

I

tI

I

-

f

60 .....""':t..!
'!_.

3383.44

I
)
--------------------~----------~--~--------~----~

?.:rror

t2653.so l226

55.49

I

L--------------------~---------~1----~------~~------~
* p L ,oo1
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on the above data, and these results were compiled
in Table 4.

Comparisons involving retailers, both

on and off the job, in relation to similar groups
of subjects in both insurance and manufacturing,
were significant: when both retail groups were
combined and compared with those in insurance,
both on and off the job, F (5,226)= 23.4, p

L

.001;

and when these retailers were compared with those
in and out of manufacturing, F (5,226)= 18.72, p
~en

L .001.

these two retail groups were treated individually,

significant differences were also found.

For instance,

when retailers presently on the job were compared
with presently employed insurance and manufacturing
employees, F (5,226)= 31.7, p
p

L

.001, respectively.

L

.001 and F (5,226)= 27.6,

Likewise, when compared with

individuals who had left insurance and manufacturing,
significantly lower ratings were given by retailers

who had left, F (5,226)= 7.76,
5.15, 9

L

.001.

p

L .001

and F (5,226)=

However, no significant differences

were found with comparisons involving presently
employed insurance individ\lals when

~ompared '~ith

those in manufacturing, presently on the job; so too,
when those who had left insurance and manufacturing
were compared, there were no significant differences
found in relation to their work environment ratings.
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Table 4
Post-Hoc Comparisons:
~.Jork

Total

Ins. On = 54.3
Ret. On - 36.6
~an

Environ~ent

-~1eans-

• On - 4 8 • 6

Ins. Off - 81.6
Ret. Off - 38.8
~'!an • Off - 7 6 • 6

~iean

Var. Var.

~iff.

Groups Compared

l

Sq •

F

J

-!
j

- :{et.

Tns_.. Cff
~et:

Tns__.

Off -

'-~an

..

Off

5.22

17.7

2.28

7 .. 76*

I

'
I

5.44

12.0

Off

2.33

I

5. 15•k

'

..,

t;

Off - i'-!an. Cff

...J

1I

"

I

5.55

2.36

I

2.42

Tns . . Cn - ~et.

Cn

"-2.8

1.83

1.35 31. 7 Q-lr I

- >.,.an.

On

37.8

1.83

1.37 27.60*

:tet .. Cn

s. o I 2.05

Ins_. On - Man. On

1.43

3.5

Ret. Cn&Off

30.2

I 1.69

1.29 23.40*

~et.

Cn&Off - :-tan. Cn&Off

24.9

1.77

1.33 18 .. 7 2 -/(

~-et"""

On - Ret. Off

2.2

.3. 10

1.76

Tns .. Cn&Off

-

I

f

1.76
i

Ins .. On ~·ian.

Cn

-

z1 . 3o~t: I

Ins~

Off

27.3

3_. 88

1 .. 97

~·fan.

Off

28.0

3.55

1.98 29.11*

*?

L .oot
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Intra-industrial comparisons (J,K,L) found that
both the insurance and manufacturing industry had
significant differences between those employees who
had remained and those who had left, in relation to
perceived work environment, with F (5,226)= 27.3,
p

L .001

and F (5,226)= 28.4, p

L .001.

However,

a similar comparison between retailers presently on
the job, as opposed to those who had left, was nonsignificant, F (5,226)= 1.76, p

~

.05.

It can be

seen in this table that the mean scores relative
to one's rating of his/her work environment, were
significantly lower among retailers, both on and off
the job, wlten comoared to similar groups of subjects
in insurance and manufacturing with p

L

.001.

~~ese

findings su?port this authcr's initial hypothesis

t~at

retailers, both on and off the job, would rate their
work environment significantly lower than insurance
and manufacturing employees in similar working
caoacities.

To further substantiate this conclusion,

~~

analysis of covariance was performed, removing one's
self-concept scores from their work environment ratings.
Such an analysis was performed in order to investigate
the possibility that one's ratings of his/her work
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Table 5
Analysis of Covariance:
Self-Concept Scores Removed from Work Environment

~!ean

S.D.

Ins. On

81.6

8.0

On

38.8

8.8

Yt"an. On

76.6

6.6

Ins. Off

54.3

5.2

Ret. Off

36.6

Off

48.6

Groups

~et.

~1an.

~ource

ss

of Var.

I

6.7
6.8

JF

~-~s

F

~. F
~~g.

"!

I

20089.9

l

20089.9

428.7

I .001 .....

y

20089.9

1

20089.9

428.7

J

Effects

61350.4

3

20450.1 1436.4

J
r

Jiff. Ind.

II 33293.4

2

16646.7

355.2

On - Off Grouo

I

1

192:~7.

2

411.6

2117. 1

45.1

Covariates

~·1ain

!Ylo-h1 ay Int.
Ex~lained
~esidual

1
!

II

19287.2 t
4234.3

2

85674.6

6

zzsl

10542.6

-

14279.1 )304. 7

I

:

96217.2

231
I.-

416.5

i

I

l!
l

.001
.001

' .001
I
t

Total

.001

Il .001
l

46.8

.001

I

f

I
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could have been affected by their self-concept
ratings.

Table 5 listed the results from this

analysis, with significant differences between
work

enviro~ment

ratings for all three industries,

as well as significant differences between those
remaining on the job versus those who had quit,
F (5,226)= 355.2, p

p

L .001

L .001

respectively.

and·F (5,226)= 411.6,

The interaction between

work ratings across different industrial groups
and work scores relative to different work status,
was also found significant, F (5,226)= 45.18, p
Subsequent post hoc procedures were

per~orrned

L .001.

on the

adjusted mean values and the results were listed in
Table 6.

~~~en

compared with insurance employees,

both on and off the work force, retailers in similar
capacities had significantly lower environment
ratings, reflected in F (5,226)=34.6, p

L .001.

It

was also found that both groups of retailers had
signific~,tly

lower work environment ratings than

both groups of manufacturing employees contacted,
F (5,226)= 29.68, p

L .001.

No significant dif-

ference, however, was found between both groups of
insurance workers when compared to those in manufacturing, both on and off the job.

Such results only
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Table 6
Post-Hoc Comparisons
Adjusted r-.teans

Adjusted

Grand

Mean

n1ean

mean

All Off Employees

46

44.9

59.22

All On Employees

64

53.7

Row

Grand
mean

Adjusted
mean

}1ean

Colurr.n

!
I

Ins. On and Off Emn.

7 3. 9

72.53

On and Off t.mp.

33.2

35.89

~et.

M

59.22

I
J

}-(an.

On and Off Emp.

69.1

Comnarisons

I

67.95

Mean
Diff.

Var.
Sq.

Var.

1,06

34, 6 ~;-;

r

~

I

Ins. Cnt,Off - Ret.

On& Off

36.64

1.12

Ret. On& Off -

~ran.

On&Off

32.06

1.17

1.08

29.74

Ins. On&Off - i-!an.

On~<Off

4.58

1.27

1.13

4,0

*

p

L .oct

l

i
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offer additional support for the hypothesis, that
retailers, both on and off the work force, would
rate their work environment significantly lower

than insurance and manufacturing employees in
similar work capacities.
In order to resolve the second hypothesis,
that retail salesclerks remaining on the job
would have lower self-concept scores than any
other group under consideration, including those
who had voluntarily left retail, the following
data were compiled.

A two by three factorial

was constructed, and an analysis of variance was
performed on the self-concept 3cores for all 232
subjects.

Table 7 recorded such findings, with

self-concept scores across the three industrial
groups

found to be significantly different,

F (5,226)= 26.25, p

L

.001.

A significant

difference relative to self-concept scores between

those presently on the job versus those who had
left was also found, F (5,226)= 16.53, p

L .001.

Along with these significant main effects, a
significant interaction effect was also obtained
relative to the self-concept scores, F (5,226)= 8.9,
p

L

~001..

Therefore, post hoc procedures on the
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Table 7

Analysis of Variance:
Self-Conce?t Scores

!. .Yean

SD

Ins. Off

89.57

3.05

Ret. Off

88.80

6.95

Man. Off

89.00

2.99

Ins.

On

88.70

1.76

Ret. On

81.15

7.11

tv!an. On

88.30

2.26

Grouo

I

Sou::ce

ss

Dif. Ind.

1603.9

2

801.95

26,25*

Cn/Gff

505.2

1

505.24

16.53*

Int.

544.2

2

272.13

8.9*

Error

DF

6903.4
,'f

p

226

L •001

~rs

30.55

F
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Table 8

Post-Hoc Comparisons:
Self-Concept Scores

Group

Mean

Ins. Off

89.57

Ret. Off

88.80

:1an. Off

89.00

Ins. On

88.70

On

81.15

!1an. On

88.30

~et.

Mean
Diff.

Var.

Ins. Off - Ret. Off

.77

2.69

Off - Man. Off

.20

Ins. Off - Man. Off

3q.

Var.

r

1.64

.47

2.84

1.69

.12

.57

3.02

1. 74

.33

Ins. On - Ret. On

7.60

1.03

1.01

7. 5-;':-

Ret. On - r-.tan. On

7.20

1. 07

1.03

~
0.

Ins. On - Man. On

.40

1.13

1.06

.38

Grouos
~

~et.

~et.

g·t....,

~et.

On

7.70

1.74

1.32

5. 8 -;':

- Ins.

On

.87

1. 92

1.39

.63

Off - V-an. On

• 70

2.17

1.47

Off ..

Ins. Off
~~an.

.

~

')'~

p

L . oo1

I

.48
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data were called for, with the results presented
in Table 8.

Only three comparisons were found to be significant, and all three dealt with retailers
~"~'hen

presently on the job.

compared with current

insurance employees, the mean score of 81.15 for
present retailers was significantly lower than the

88.7 mean score relative to the insurance group,
F (5, 226 )= 7. 5, p

L •001.

~~hen

compared with

present manufacturing employees, salesclerks·
presently on the job also had significantly lower
self-concept scores with F (5,226)= 6.99, p

L .001.

The third significance was found between retailers
presently on the job as opposed to those who had
voluntarily quit retailing, F (5,226)= 5.83, p

L

.001.

This intra-industry difference was the only significant
difference found
volvin~

be~veen

similar comparisons in-

the insurance and manufacturing industries,

with F (5,226)= .63, p

~

p ~

It can be seen from this table

• 05 respectively.

.05 and F (5,226)= .48,

that significance relative to self-concept scores
resulted from lower self-concept scores among present
retail salesclerks.

This finding was supportive of

the second hypothesis, that retail salesclerks,
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presently on the job, would have lower self-concept
scores than any of the groups under consideration,
including those who had voluntarily left the
retail industry.

Discussion
The two hypotheses of this study were that
retail salesclerks, both on and off the job, would
rate their work environment significantly lower
than either insurance and/or manufacturing employees;
and secondly, that those remaining on the job in retail
would exhibit lower self-concept scores than any
of the other groups under consideration, including
those who had left retail.

Both hypotheses were

supported in this project.

In contrast to Estes (1963),

who found that the retailer rated his/her work environment above average on many job aspects, this
author found that the retailer rated his/her work
environment significantly lower than did the

in~ur~,ce

and manufacturing employees who took part in this
project.
High correlations between work environment
and ego-involvement scores offered support for
Vroom (1962), in which Vroom stated that one's
ratings of his/her work environment would be reflected
in the amount of ego-involvement exhibited by
that individual.

Low work environment ratings
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would therefore be accompanied by low egoinvolvement scores, and high ego-involvement would
indicate higher work and job environment ratings.
This certainly was the case in this project relative
to the high correlations obtained from such comparisons.
Intra-industry differences were found in relation to those remaining on in insurance and
manufacturing as opposed to those who had left these
industries, relative to work environwent ratings.
One would have suspected such findings in light of
the amount of studies throughout the literature
which have substantiated this claim (Rosenthal 1950,
Super 1953, Super 1957, Englander 1960, Vroom 1962,
Oppenheimer 1966, et. al.).

Yet what was surprising

was that such intra-industrv differences did not
J

~aterialize

among retailers.

agreement between work

Here there was high

enviro~ment

ratings given by

those presently on the selling floor as opposed to
those who had voluntarily quit the retail industry,
with both groups rating their work environment low.
wbile these findings were surprising in light of past
~esearch,

studies which tended to exclude the retail

industry, they were supportive of this author's
initial hypothesis, that retail salesclerks, both
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on and off the job, would rate their work environment significantly lower than insurance and/or
manufacturing employees.
Inter-industry comparisons indicated that there
were significant differences between retailers
presently on the job, when compared with current
insurance and manufacturing employees, as well as
significantly lower scores on work environment from
those who had voluntarily left retail when compared
with those who had left insurance and manufacturing.
These findings supported this author's hypothesis
relative to work environment as well.

Finally, having removed self-concept scores
from one's ratings of their work environment did not
alter the significance of the earlier findings.

The

results of this analysis of covariance indicated that
the lower work ratings reported

~Y

both groups of

retailers remained significantly different from those
reported by the insurance and manufacturing groups.
1nis finding indicated that retailers did indeed

~ate

their work environment significantly lower than either
insurance and/or manufacturing

employees~

The latter hypothesis that those presently
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engaged in retailing would exhibit lower selfconcept scores than any of the other groups under
consideration, including former retailers, was also
supported in this study.

Significant differences

were found across all three industries, as well as
significantly different ratings between those
presently involved in an industry and former em~loyees

of that industry.

However, mean comparisons

performed on the six groups indicated that the
significance was attributable to retailers
on the job.

~resently

The high agreement between both groups

of retailers regarding their work environment

ratings was not evident in relation to their selfconcept sccres.

Results indicated that the mean

score of those currently engaged in retailing was
significantly lower than both groups of insurance
and manufacturing employees, as well as those who
had left the retail industry.

~o

significant differ-

ences were found relative to any comparisons of
which present retailers were excluded.
These findings offered support for Dore and
Meacham (1973), in which they noted that individuals
who had rated their work environment low, and yet

had remained on the job, would exhibit low selfconceot scores, as was the case in the present study.
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In a similar vein, Korman (1967) noted that lew selfesteem individuals wouldchoose those work roles where
ego-involvement would be at a minimum, which was
also found in this project's findings.

Korman (1969)

went on to say that the low self-esteem individual
was not seeking self-fulfillment and therefore
would choose such a poor work climate, while those
high in self-esteem would leave those work roles
not viewed as self-fulfilling.
project would support

Kor~an

Results found in this

(1969) and would indicate

that retailers contacted in this study did foster a
low self-concept.
Having noted rr.arked contrasts resulting from

significantly lower work environrr.ent ratings given by
both groups of retailers, as well as significantly
lower self-concept scores among present retail salesclerks relative to the other five groups, this author

felt confident that his hypotheses have been substantiated and supported in this study.

The only

concern not addressed by this author, and one which
would lend itself to future research, was the question
of whether the present retail salesclerk brought this
low self-concept with him to the selling floor, or
has 3uch an unfavorable self-image been a result of
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a poor work environment.

Such an investigation

could atternnt to account for one's self-concept
ratings prior to assuming the work role, during
the work role, and after one left such a work

role, if one did decide to leave.

~~atever

the form,

some pre and pst testing would be in order to
investigate this area.

This author recognizes the

importance of such a question, and views

these findings as groundwork for such a future
consideration, should this action be taken up
in the future.
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APPENDIX A
Items from the Job

Note:

~escrintive

Index

Appendix item answers arranged in an
attempt to control for mere column
responding by the subject.
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Instructions:

Place a Y beside each item if the item
described the particular aspect of your
job, ~ if the item did not describe
that aspect, or 7 if you can not decide.
Fascinating

Superiors ask my advice

~outine

Superiors praise good work

Satisfying

I am highly paid

~oring

Barely live on income

";ood

Dead-end job

Creative

Regular

-

Useful

~remotion

Left on
Co-workers talk too much

Frustrating

Co-workers are boring

Endless

Co--r..;orkers are loyal

Co-workers have narrow int9rests
~·Y

suneriors are influential

r: is easy to make enemies
There is no privacy
Satisfactory profit sharing
Income orovides luxuries
l

Income is less than I deserve
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APPENDIX B

\.Jerk Environment Items

Note:

Appendix item answers arranged in ru1
attempt to control for mere column
responding by the subject.

51
Instructions:

Please circle the number which best
expresses your opinion of the following things in relation to your
work environment. Use the following
scale:
1

Not at

all

2
Very little

3

-

Avera~e

4
Cuite

'"a bit

5

All the
time

Is (was) management interested in your progress
..1 2 3 4 5
Do (did) you feel reasonably secure with the com)any
1 2

4 5

Do (did) you feel like coming to work 1 2 3 4 5
Do (did) you feel your interest growing as your time
on the job increased
1 2 3 4 5
Does (did) the day go bye fast, without you keeping
an eye on your watch
1 2 3 4 5
Do (did) you get credit for your ideas and accomplishments
1 2 3 4 5

Does (did) the job bring out the best of your abilities
1 2 3 4 5
Do ( d ic) you like the type of work yotl were doing

1 2 3 4 5
Does {did) the work represent a fair day's work

l 2 3 4 5

Do (did) you like your job

1 2 3 4 5

APPENDIX C
Ego-involvement Items

~ate:

Appendix item answers arranged in an
atternnt to control for mere column
responding by the subject.
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Ins true tions :

Please circle the number which best
expresses your opinion of the following things in relation to your work
environment. Use the following scale:
1

Not at

all

2

Very little

3

Average

4
Quite

5
All the
time

a bit

How much chance do (did) you get to

1 2 3 4 5

do interesting work
try out new ideas

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

do things you are best at

feel at the end of the day you have
accomplished something
1 2 3 4 5
learn new things

1 2 3 4 5

do things your own way

1 2 3 4 5

work without feeling pushed
use learned skills

1 2 3 4 5

1 2 3 4 5

feel free to set your own pace

1 2 3 4 5

challenge yourself through your tvork

1 2 3 4 5

feel fulfilled as a person while on the job
l 2 3 4 5
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APPEN9IX D
Self-Concen~

Note:

Ite~s

Appendix item answers arrangea ~n an
attemnt to control for mere column
responding by the subject.
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Instructions:

Please circle the number which best
expresses your opinion of the following
items in relation to yourself. Use
the following seal~:
1

2

Completely
false

~!ost

ly
false

4

3
Partly false
Partly true

5
Completely
true

~1ostly

true

I feel that I am a person of worth

l 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5

I feel that I have a number of good qualities
All in all, I
I 1~

a~

inclined to feel I am a failure
1 2 3 4 5

able to do things as well as most other neople
1 2 3 4. 5

I feel I don't have much to offer

1 2 3 4 5

I take a positive attitude toward myself

1 2 3 4 5

C'n the whole I am well satisfied with myself
I wish I
I
.\ t

~

1 2 3 4
1 2 3 4

could l1ave more respect for !7lyself

J

7W'

:J

1 2 J 4 5

certainly feel useless at tir:1=S

1 2 3 4 5

times, I think I am no good at all

I am satisfied to be just what I am

2 3 4 5

l

1 2 3 4 5

I am losing my mind

I ~vcu ld like to change some parts of my body 1. 2 3 4 5

1 am a nobody

1 2 3 4 5

try to ru..'1 away frcm

T

do what is right most: of the time

.l

I often act like I am

m:'

1 2 ..," 4 5

problems

I

"all thumbs"

1 2 3 4 5
1

....

t..

.....

.J

~

"

J

I have trouble doing the things that are right 1 2 3 4 5
1 am not the person I wou ld

1
,
Li~a

to b ~

1 2 '" "- 4 .~.
J

Cnce in a while I think of things too bad to talk abotlt

l 2 3 4 5
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